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SUMMARY

In its above-captioned Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ("NPRM") in CC Docket No. 99-

273, the Commission raised certain issues arising out of the interplay between section 222(e) of

the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the "Act"), and section 251(b)(3). Those issues

regard, generally: (1) the relationship between "directory publishing" and "directory assistance;"

and (2) access to non-local directory assistance listings. By this pleading, MCI WORLDCOM,

Inc. ("MCIW") offers comment in response to several of the Commission's NPRM queries, each

of which was prepared by MCIW for the purpose ofadvancing the Commission's goal of

promoting competition in the directory assistance and directory publishing markets. Specifically,

MCIW hereby comments on the following issues:

1 Whether section 251 (b)(3) authorizes the provision of nondiscriminatory access to
directory assistance to directory assistance providers that do not themselves provide either
telephone exchange service or telephone toll service. (NPRM at ~ 184);

2 Whether a non-carrier directory assistance provider is entitled to
nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance under section 251 (b)(3) when that
provider is an agent of a LEe or other carrier that qualifies for the benefits of section
25l(b)(3). (NPRM at ~ 184); and

3 In the event that the Commission concludes that Internet directories fall within the
scope of section 222(e), whether carriers should be precluded from imposing on
requesting directory publishers rates, terms and conditions for subscriber list information
obtained to publish Internet directories that differ from the rates, terms and conditions the
carrier imposes for subscriber list information obtained to publish other directories.
(NPRM at ~ 176).

4 Whether the requirement in section 251(b)(3) that a providing LEC must provide
"nondiscriminatory access" to directory assistance similarly obligates such LECs to
provide directory assistance to requesting carriers at the same rates, terms and conditions
that the LECs provide to themselves. (NPRM at ~ 187).

5 Whether there are other alternatives for ensuring that the prices at which LECs
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provide access to directory assistance will be nondiscriminatory. (NPRM at ~ 187).

6 Whether an entity that obtains directory assistance data pursuant to section 251
(b)(3) may use them for directory publishing or other purposes. (NPRM at ~~ 179, 181
and 186).

7 Whether the provision of access to an Internet directory through a web site
constitutes the provision of directory assistance within the meaning of section 251(b)(3).
(NPRMat ~ 178).
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Provision of Directory Listing Infonnation )
under the Telecommunications Act of 1934, )
As Amended )

MCI WORLDCOM'S COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO
THE FCC'S NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING

IN DOCKET NO. 99-273

MCI WORLDCOM, Inc. ("MCIW"), by the undersigned, hereby submits the following

comments in response to the Federal Communication Commission's (the "Commission" or

"FCC") Notice ofProposed Rule Making ("NPRM'), released September 9, 1999 in the above-

captioned docket.

INTRODUCTION

In its NPRM in CC Docket No. 99-273, the Commission addressed certain issues arising
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out of the interplay between section 222(e) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the

"Act"), and section 251(b)(3). Specifically, the Commission invited comment on, inter alia, the

following issues:

I. Whether section 251 (b)(3) authorizes the provision of nondiscriminatory access to
directory assistance to directory assistance providers that do not themselves provide either
telephone exchange service or telephone toll service. (NPRMat ~ 184);

II. Whether a non-carrier directory assistance provider is entitled to
nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance under section 251(b)(3) when that
provider is an agent of a LEC or other carrier that qualifies for the benefits of section
251(b)(3). (NPRM at ~ 184); and

III. In the event that the Commission concludes that Internet directories fall within the
scope of section 222(e), whether carriers should be precluded from imposing on
requesting directory publishers rates, terms and conditions for subscriber list information
obtained to publish Internet directories that differ from the rates, terms and conditions the
carrier imposes for subscriber list information obtained to publish other directories.
(NPRM at ~ 176).

IV. Whether the requirement in section 251(b)(3) that a providing LEC must provide
"nondiscriminatory access" to directory assistance similarly obligates such LECs to
provide directory assistance to requesting carriers at the same rates, terms and conditions
that the LECs provide to themselves. (NPRM at ~ 187).

V. Whether there are other alternatives for ensuring that the prices at which LECs
provide access to directory assistance will be nondiscriminatory. (NPRM at ~ 187).

VI. Whether an entity that obtains directory assistance data pursuant to section 251
(b)(3) may use them for directory publishing or other purposes. (NPRM at ~~ 179, 181
and 186).

VII. Whether the provision of access to an Internet directory through a web site
constitutes the provision of directory assistance within the meaning of section 251(b)(3).
(NPRM at ~ 178).

MCIW responds to the above-referenced FCC queries as follows.

2
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DISCUSSION

1. Section 251(b)(3) Does Not Authorize the Provision ofNondiscriminatory Access to
Directory Assistance to Directory Assistance Providers That Do Not Themselves Provide
Either Telephone Exchange Service or Tel((phone Toll Service.

The Commission, in paragraph 184 of its NPRM, noted that section 251(b)(3) requires

local exchange providers ("LECs") to provide nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance to

"competing providers of telephone exchange service and telephone toll service." The

Commission, accordingly, reached the tentative conclusion that "a directory assistance provider

that provides neither telephone exchange service nor telephone toll service does not fall within

the class of entities that are entitled to the benefi~s of [section 251(b)(3)]." The Commission now

seeks comment on this tentative determination. MCIW agrees with this tentative conclusion

reached by the Commission.

The Commission has repeatedly held that entities that are not providers of telephone

exchange or toll service are not entitled to the protection available to competing providers under

section 251(b)(3). See e.g., INFONXX, Inc. v. NYNEX, 13 FCC Red. 10288, ~~ 11 and 12;

Implementation ofthe Local Competition Provisions ofthe Telecommunications Act of1996,

Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order, 11 FCC Red. 19392, 19538

(1996) (Second Local Competition Order), vacated in part sub nom. California v. FCC, 124 F.

3d 934 (8th Cir. 1997) (stating that telecommunications carriers "that are not providers of

telephone exchange service or telephone toll service [] are not covered by section 251(b)(3)").

Accordingly, the Commission should not mandate the provision of nondiscriminatory access to

directory assistance to directory assistance providers that do not themselves provide either

3
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telephone exchange service or telephone toll service. A final holding to the contrary could not be

reconciled with either the plain language of section 251 (b)(3) or related FCC precedent.

II. A Non-Carrier Directory Assistance Provider is Not Entitled to Nondiscriminatory
Access to Directory Assistance Under Section 251(b)(3) When That Provider is an Agent
of aLEC or Other Carrier That Qualifies for the Benefits of Section 251 (b)(3).

With further regard to the subject tentative conclusion (discussed in Section I, above), the

Commission noted that, in some cases, a non-carrier directory assistance provider may be under

an agency relationship with a carrier principal. NPRM at' 184. The Commission additionally

noted that section 217 of the Act provides, in pertinent part, that "[i]n construing and enforcing

the provisions of this Act, the act ... of any officer, agent, or other person acting for or employed

by any common carrier or user, acting within the scope of his employment, shall in every case be

also deemed to be the act ... of such carrier or user as well as that of the person." 47 U.S.C.

§217. In light of the cited language from section 217, the Commission, in its NPRM, seeks

comment on the issue of whether a non-carrier directory assistance provider is entitled to

nondiscriminatory access to directory assistance under section 251(b)(3) when that provider is an

agent of a LEC or other carrier that qualifies for the benefits of section 251 (b)(3).

MCIW avers that the answer to this FCC query is no. For the purpose of ensuring that the

substantial benefits bestowed by section 251 are bestowed only upon those entities rightfully

entitled to them, the Commission should require the LECs to obtain the subject directory

assistance and then provide that directory assistance to its purported agent provider. By its own

language, section 217 of the Act (captioned "Liability of Carriers for Acts and Omissions of

Agents") exclusively regards the determination of liability stemming from the violation of
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provisions of the Act. Nothing in the language of section 217 suggests that an agency

relationship between a carrier and non-carrier confers, upon the non-carrier agent, protections

available to the carrier. Similarly, there is nothing in either the legislative history of section 217,

or in the history of the Elkins Act, Feb. 19, 1903, c. 708, 32 Stat. 847,49 U.S.C. §§ 41-43 (from

which section 217 was copied), which suggests that section 217 may be rightfully interpreted as

bestowing, upon such a non-carrier/agent, the section 251 protections afforded to carriers. This

issue is easily resolved by requiring the LECs to obtain the subject directory assistance and then

provide that directory assistance to its purported agent provider.

III. If the FCC Concludes that Internet Directories Fall Within the Scope of Section 222(e),
Carriers Must be Precluded From Imposing, on Requesting Directory Publishers, Rates,
Terms and Conditions for Subscriber List Information Obtained to Publish Internet
Directories that Differ From the Rates, Terms and Conditions the Carrier Imposes for
Subscriber List Information Obtained to Publish Other Directories.

In paragraph 176 of its NPRM, the Commission invited comment regarding the issue of

whether, in the event that it concludes that Internet directories fall within the scope of section

222(e), 1 the Commission should preclude carriers from imposing, on requesting directory

publishers, rates, terms and conditions for subscriber list information obtained to publish Internet

directories that differ from the rates, terms and conditions the carrier imposes for subscriber list

information obtained to publish other directories. MCIW suggests that the answer to this FCC

Section 222(e) of the Act provides, in pertinent part, that "a telecommunications carrier
that provides telephone exchange service shall provide subscriber list information gathered in its
capacity as a provider of such service on a timely and unbundled basis, under nondiscriminatory
and reasonable rates, terms and conditions, to any person upon request for the purpose of
publishing directories in any format." 47 U.S.C. § 222(e)
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query is yes. That is, under the above-referenced circumstances, carriers should be prohibited by

the Commission from imposing adversely disparate rates, terms and conditions for subscriber list

information, simply because the medium in which said information will be published is the

Internet.

Nothing in either the Act or in the language ofthe Commission related orders suggests

that different prices are appropriate in light of the different mediums. In fact, the Commission, in

its recently released final rules, provided that "[t]or purposes of § 64.2309 [regarding the

provision of subscriber list information] a telecommunications carrier provides subscriber list

information under reasonable terms and conditions only if the carrier does not restrict a directory

publisher's choice of directory format." Everyday business realities suggest that if publishers of

subscriber list information via the Internet are required to pay more for their underlying listing

data, they will necessarily be placed at a competitive disadvantage vis-a-vis directory publishers

whose chosen medium is something other than the Internet. It is logical to assume that many

businesses will, under the Commission's hypothetical pricing scenario, decline to utilize the

Internet as its directory format. Accordingly, the imposition, upon directory publishers, of

adversely disparate rates, terms and conditions for subscriber list information obtained to publish

Internet directories will, in effect, restrict the directory publisher's choice of directory format.

Speaking in favor of what became section 222(e) on the floor of the United States House

of Representatives, Representative Barton stated that "[s]ubscriber list information is essential to

publishing directories. Carriers that charge excessive prices or set unfair conditions on listing

sales deprives consumers and advertisers of cheaper, more innovative, more helpful directory
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alternatives." 142 Congo Rec., H 1160 (daily ed. February 1, 1996) (Statement of Rep. Barton). 2

The imposition, on requesting directory publishers, of rates, terms and conditions for subscriber

list information obtained to publish Internet directories that differ from the rates, terms and

conditions the carrier imposes for subscriber list information obtained to publish other directories

would constitute excessive prices and unfair conditions on listing sales.

IV. The Requirements of Section 251 (b)(3) Mandate that a Providing LEC Must Provide
"Nondiscriminatory Access" to Directory Assistance Similarly Obligates Such LECs to
Provide Directory Assistance to Requesting Carriers at the Same Rates, Terms and
Conditions that the LECs provide to Themselves.

In paragraph 128 of its NPRM, the Commission noted that any standard that would allow

a LEC to provide access to any competitor that is inferior to that enjoyed by the LEC itself is

inconsistent with Congress' objective of establishing competition in all telecommunications

markets. 3 It reasonably follows that, if LECs are allowed to provide directory assistance to

requesting carriers at rates, terms and conditions greater / more burdensome than the rates, terms

and conditions pursuant to which the LECs provides said access to themselves, requesting

carriers will necessarily be placed at a competitive disadvantage in the marketplace. That result

cannot be reconciled with the above-referenced Congressional objective. Accordingly, the

Commission must conclude that the mandates of section 251 (b)(3) similarly obligates such LECs

2 See also H.R. Rep. No. 104-204, 104th Cong., 1st Sess. 89 (1995) (section 222(e) is
"intended to ensure that persons who use subscriber information, including publishers of
telephone directories unaffiliated with LECs, are able to purchase publisher or soon-to-be
published subscriber listings and updates from carriers on reasonable terms and conditions.").

3 Local Competition Second Order and Report, 11 FCC Red. 19392, 19444-45 (1996).
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to provide directory assistance to requesting carriers at the same rates, tenns and conditions that

the LECs provide to themselves.

V. There Exists Other Alternatives for Ensuring that the Prices at Which LECs Provide
Access to Directory Assistance Will be Nondiscriminatory.

In paragraph 187 of its NPRM, the Commission solicited comments regarding alternatives

for ensuring that the prices at which LECs provide access to directory assistance will be

nondiscriminatory. The Commission could further promote competition by mandating that, as an

alternative to allowing LECs to charge rates deemed by themselves to be the same as those

assessed to itself for the provision of directory assistance, the LECs should be required to provide

directory assistance to requesting carriers on the basis of their actual costs, and not on some

fabricated LEC charge that is dissimilar to the rate that the LECs charge themselves. The proffer

of this alternative is inspired, in part, by various directory assistance data pricing issues

confronted by MCIW.

By way of example, MCIW notes that, by correspondence dated April of 1999, MCI

Telecommunications Corporation and MClmetro Access Transmission Services, Inc. requested

from Southwestern Bell Telephone ("SWBT") certain directory assistance listings used by

SWBT in reverse directory assistance service. In that correspondence, SWBT was further

requested to provide said infonnation pursuant to the same rates, tenns and conditions as SWBT

imposes on itself. In its response to MCIW, SWBT advised that it intended to comply with the

subject FCC mandate, and it stated that it would provide the subject infonnation at a rate of

8
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$0.0585 per listing. 4 SWBT, however, has testified in at least one state agency docket that its

total costs per directory assistance listing are $0.0064 (initial load via tapes); $0.0026 (daily

update via tape); and $0.0019 (daily update via electronic file transfer). 5

The above-referenced exhibits clearly demonstrate the threat to competition that exists

under circumstances whereby LECs are allowed to assess rates for access to directory assistance

that are different from those that they impose on themselves. The imposition of a mandate that

LECs assess said rates on the basis of their costs would eliminate such threat.

VI. An Entity that Obtains Directory Assistance Data Pursuant to Section 251 (b)(3) Should
Not Be Allowed to Use Them for Directory Publishin~ or Other Purposes.

In paragraph 186 of its NPRM, the Commission asks Whether an entity that obtains

directory assistance data pursuant to section 251 (b)(3) may use them for directory publishing or

other purposes. MCIW suggests that the answer to this question is no. This conclusion rests, in

part, on the fact that, regardless of the medium utilized, directory assistance includes non-listed

and non-published information, unlike White Pages or Yellow Pages directories. The

telecommunications industry has traditionally recognized and preserved the distinction between

directory assistance, which is a telecommunications service, and directory publishing, which

4 See letter, dated May 4, 1999, from SWBT Account Manager Bob Henderson to MCIW
Manager Stuart Miller. A copy of this letter is appended hereto and incorporated herein by
reference.

5 See Direct Testimony ofSWBT Area Manager Linda Robey, taken July 1, 1998 in Texas
PUC Docket No. 19075. A copy of this SWBT testimony (including the related "Total Element
Long Run Incremental Cost Study" conducted by SWBT) is appended hereto and incorporated
herein.
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must be obtained pursuant to section 222 (rather than section 251). Congress, by the

Communications Act, mandated that Bell operating companies may not provide interLATA

information service (other than electronic publishing) unless it does so through a separate

subsidiary. 6 Any step taken by the Commission which further erodes the distinction between

directory publishing and directory assistance makes it easier for a LEC to provide the above-

referenced services under the guise of directory publishing. That result would fly in the face of

the Congressional objectives which underlie section 272.

VII. Whether the Provision of Access to an Internet Dire\;tory Through a Web Site Constitutes
the Provision ofDirectory Assistance Within the Meanin~ of Section 251 (b)(3).

MCIW would not take issue with a conclusion by the Commission that the provision of

access to an Internet directory through a web site constitutes the provision of directory assistance

within the meaning of section 251 (b)(3). MCIW does, however, aver that such access to an

Internet directory should not exclusively constitute "the provision of directory assistance." This

conclusion is based, in part, on the fact that directory assistance, as an unbundled network

element ("UNE"), is required to be provided "at any technically feasible point on rates, terms and

conditions that are just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory ...." 7 For the purpose of facilitating

the provision of directory assistance, MCIW has established efficient and reliable electronic

access with every incumbent LEC, GTE and other independent carriers. That fact makes it

6

7

See 47 U.S.C. § 272(a).

47 U.S.C. § 251(c)(3).
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impossible to argue that the Internet is the only technically feasible point at which to receive said

information.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully suggested that the Commission should

embrace the conclusions reached by MCI WORLDCOM, Inc. and fashion its rules according.

Respectfully submitted,
MCI WORLDCOM, Inc.

J.~l~
Lisa B. Smith
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 887-2666

October 13, 1999 Its Attorneys
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ATTACHMENTS
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SoulllWestem Bell~
SU5.Aunt
FourW ftau, I\oorn_
Dallas. TCltU7~

••t.,

@ Southwestern Bell

May 4, 1999

Stuart Miller
Mel Telecommunications Corporation
601 South 1211I St
Arlington, VA 22202

Re: Request for Directory Assistance Listings for Electronic Reverse Search

Dear Stuart;

This letter is in response to your April 28, 1999 request by Mel Telecommunications
Corporation ("Melli and MClmetro Access Transmission Services. Inc. C"MClm") to
purchase directory assistance listings ("DAL") used by SBC's telephone companies in
reverse directory assistance service. This request includes the DAL for the four
northern states served by Southwestern Bell Telephone Company {"SWSn; California
served by Pacific Bell; Nevada served by Nevada Ben; and Connecticut served by
Southern New England Telephone ("SNEr). This request by MClm and MelT cites
the April 9, 1999 Memorandum Opinion and Order from the Federal Communications
Commission ("FCCi regarding Nevada Bell's, Pacific Bell's and Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company's ('the SBC Telcos1 Petition for Forbearance from the Application
of Section 272 of the Communications Act of 1934. as Amended, to Electronic Reverse
Search Services. The request demands the same rates. terms and conditions as the
SBC telephone companies impose on themselves for Electronic Reverse Directory
Assistance.

The SBC Telcos intend to fully comply with the FCC's order. As MelT and MClm are
probably aware. Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT) currently uses a
centralized database to provide its electronic reverse search service. As a result of the
FCC's Order, SWBT intends to use its distributed directory assistance databases to
provide its electronic reverse search services. That conversion is expected to occur in
September 1999. We, therefore. believe our obligation pursuant to the FCC Order to
provide directory Jistings at the same rates, terms, and conditions that we impose on
our own interLATA reverse search operations will arise in september 1999 when the
conversion is schedUled to take place. SWBT curTently intends to charge MClm and
MelT the same rate we charge unaffiliated parties for directory assistance listings in
Arkansas. Kansas. Missouri, and Oklahoma. This rate, which is currentl)t.~5a5per
listing. will be the same rate we will impose on swaTs own electronic interLATA
reverse search operations. MClm's and MelTs use of the directory listings will be
restric1ed to providing electronic reverse search service - the same use SWBT is
making of the listings. These are our preliminary thoughts.

~-":::::::lIIiiiiiI''';,.
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A regulatory or court order or other circumstance could a1Tect the above. SWBT,
therefore, reserves the right to change any of the above until we make a formal offer.
As you are aware. MClm can already purchase directory listings to provide reverse
search services in Texas pursuant to the· rates. terms and conditions in Docket 19075.
MCIT can also take advantage of the pending directory assistance listing tariff in Texas.

As to Nevada Bell and Pacific Bell, neither Nevada Bell, nor Pacmc Bell currentJy offer
electronic reverse search services. Until Nevada Bell and Pacific Bell offer electronic
reverse search $entices where the query to retrieve the query must cross LATA
boundaries. Nevada Bell and Pacifte Bell are not obligated under the FCC's Order to
provide directory 'isting information to MClm and MelT for the provision of an electronic
reverse search service. If Nevada Bell or Pacific Bell do offer an electronic reverse
search service where the query crosses lATA boundaries, Nevada Bell or Pacific will
make the directory listings we use to provide our electroRicreve~search service
available to MCJ-M and MCI-T on the same rates. terms, conditions, imposed on those
reverse directory operations.

The SSC Telcos' petition did not include Southern New England Telephone (SNET) and
the FCC's Order is not applicable to SNET. In addition. SNET is not currently offering a
electronic reverse search SE,rvice.

In summary. and in direct response to the three numbered questions posed in your
letter, SVVBT responds as follows:

(1) SWBT plans to comply fully with the FCC Memorandum Opinion and Order dated
April 9, 1999 on this matter; (2) rates, tenns and conditions for MClm's or MCITs
purchase at the time that this service is available will be the same as SWBT imposes on
our own interLATA reverse search operations; and (3) until the new platform is available
and a service date is known we will not be able to quote you a firm date when the
directory assistance listings can be made available in bulk format at those same rates,
terms and conditions for the Electronic Reverse Directory Assistance Service of either
MCJm or MelT.

If you interpret the FCC's decision differently please set forth in writing the basis for
interpretation.

Should you have further questions regarding this matter please do not hesitate to call
me at 214-464-2498.

Sincerely,

,-g~Lr---
~~enderson
Account Manager-Industry Markets
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1 a.

2 A.
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4 Q.

5 A.

6

7 Q.

8 A.

9

10

"
12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

DIRECT TESllMONY
( ROBEY)

DOCKET NO. 11075

~UIHWES19t4JI&L,LTELEf'HONE OOMPH!!

DJR§I TEJ.!!MONY OF..1JNDA L BOlEY

PI EASE STATE YOUR NAME. TITLE AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is Linda L Robey. My business 8ddr8sa is One Bel, Center, Room 37

W....fJ. St Louis, Missouri 63101.

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT POSI11ON?

I am employed by sac Telecommunications. Inc. as Area Manager-Pradud Cost

Development & Analysis.

WHAT ARE YOUR RESPONSIBIlITIES IN THIS POSITION?

As Area Manager-Produe:t Cost Development &Analysis. I am responsible for.

1) suPervising the implementation d cost methods that detetmine the CDsts

of providing SWBT senrices

2) supervising the production of cost studies far use in axnplying with

regulatory proceedings, making business and pricing decisions. and

3) evaluating cost study results.

I have wcri(ed in the cost studies organization since Oetober 1990. During this

time, I have participated in or been prmcipally responsible for conduding

hundreds of cost studies for various SWBT activities, including retail senric:es

and wholesale facilities. Since 1996. I have panicipat8d in the developmem of

more than SO cost studies fot facilities used by Competitive local Exchange
Carriers (ClECS). These studies involved hundreds of hOurS of investigation,

evaluation, validation end review.
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1 Q.

2 A

3

4

5 Q.

6 A

7

8

9

10

"
12

'3 Q.

14 A.

15

16 Q.

17 A.

18

19

20

21

22 Q.

23

24

25

26

DIRECT TESllMONY
( ROllEY)

WHAT IS YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND?

I ..-ned • 8ache!or of Arts degree in Menagement from Webster University. In

addition, I have attended numerous eomp.,y--sponsared seminars on cast

dcMtIoprnent. 8COIICmic anajysis, and related ar88$.

Pl.EASE DESCRIBE YOUR WORK EXPERIENCE?

I have been employed by Southwestern Bell sir1ce 1969 and have held position5

in the company's Marketing, Inform8tion System and COst Studies organizations.

Those positions have included customer SlltVice (Business Office), outside sales

responsibilities, supervising outside sales representatives. procurement of

telephone facJliti8$ for official use, deYBIopment of an intemal dlltalvoice

network. performing cost studies and supervising the performing of cost studies.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESnJlONY?

The purpose Of m)' testimony is to pI8Ser1t and explain the costs ~atedwith

Directory A55istance Listings (OAl).

WHAT IS DAL SERVICE?

CAL. is a service whereby Southwestern Ben Telephone Company (SWBT) will

offer CLECs subsaiber listing information for the sole purpose of pnmding

Directot'y Assistarte:e (DA) services to its end users.

A complete desc;ription of cost development can be found in the

Overvi8w/Methodology sedions of Schedule 2 & 3.

WHAT STUDIES ARE YOU PROVIDING IN CONNECTION WITH THE DAL?

Attac:hecS to my testimony are the Texas ,998-2000 Directory Assistance Usting

long RW1 lncremental Cost Study (SchecJule 1). and the Tuas 1998-2000

Directory A$siWinc:e listing Total Element Long Run lnaemet ItiI COst Study

(Schedule 2).

3
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1 Q.

2 A

3

DIRECT TEST1IIONY
( ROBEY)

HOW WERE THE COSTS CONTAINED IN THESE STUDIES DEVELOPED?

In these studies. CXJSts have been de'tteloped per listing for the Initial load end

theDaiIy~.

4 The Initial load represents all subscriber listings in the d8tabase fgr a seJected

5 ..ea provided 01'8 time.

6 The Daily Updates represent listing c::henge information provided on a daily

7 basis.

8 It should be noted that neither study includes the appropriate allocations of

9 common costs.

10 A complete description of cost development can be fgund in the

, , Qvervie..tJMethodology sections of Sc:hBdule 2 & 3.

12 Q.

13

14

15 A.

16 Q.

17

18

19 A.

20 Q..

21 A.

WERE THE TEXAS 1-.zoDO DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE LISTING LONG

RUN INCREMENTAL COST STUDY (SCHEDULE 2) COSTS DEVElOPED

FOLLOWING THE REQUIREMENTS OF SUBSTANTIVE RULE 123.111

Yes.

WERE THE T9AS 1-.zoaa DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE TOTAL LONG

RUN INCReMENTAL COST STUDY (SCHEDULE 3) COSTS DEVELOPED

FOLLOWING THE MEGA-ARBITRATION AWARD?

Yes.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTlMONY?

Yes.

4
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SCHEDULE 1
(ROBEY)

TEXAS

, ....2DDD

DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE LISTING

OVERVJEWIMETHODOLDGY

PURPOSE

The purpose of this cost study is to identify the cost associated with providing

sUbscliber listing information to Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs).

SERVICE DESCRIPTION

Oirec:tery Assistance Listings (DAl) is a S6nice wtMJreby Southwestern Bel'

(SVVBT) will offer CLECs subscriber tistins i,tatmation for the sole purpose of

providing Direc:tory Assistance (OA) services to Jts end users. The Initial Load

(all subsaiber listings in the database for a seleded area provided one time) will

be provided via magnetic tape and. the Daily Updates (listing chimge information

provided on a daily basis) which can be provided via eledJonic file transfer or on

a magnetic tape. The study was deveJoped using a 1998-2000 panning period.

METHODOLOGY

This study identifle$ the nonrecurring and nacumng costs foe' DAl. These costs.

stilted on a "per li5tinsf basis includes the c;:gsts aseociated with the labor effort

and the data proc2ssing needed to provide DAl to CLECs.

5
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SCHEDULE 1
(ROBEY>

NDI'QQ.JtTing costs inctude labor, dada processing. tapa .-1d mailing C051S

asscx::iMed with providing a sc Ibscriber listing to 8 CLEC.

The following adivitie5 were iderltified in determinirlg the tabor cost associated

with &ending the initial load of subscriber inform8tian to the CLEC:

• Negotiate Directory Assist8nce listing (CAL) Agreement

• Obtain Agreement Sptur8S
• Implement Agt8ement: Establish T8l5ting $ct'Iadu1e, Test File

RequirerneMt$

• Data Extract Test File Via DPG

• Data Center: Run ProgIBInS

• Transmit Test File to Vendor via magnetic t&pes

• Test Review Coordination

• Implement Agreement Establish Live File Schedule, Live File

Requirements

• Data &:tract live File Via DPG

• Data Center: Run Programs. DPG, EH72S. EH9S6

• Transmit finaj DAl File to Vendor via magnetic tapes

• Billing: 008 time WSF2 Table Addition to add new customers

• Cost Study Development. Re\fiew.

The labor costs were developed (separately for each activity) by multiplying the

labor hours fgr each 8Ctivity by the appropriate hour'ty labor nile.

6
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SCHEDULE'
(ROBEY)

Data processing costs identified inQude the Csntral Processing Unit (CPU) and

Execute Channel Program (EXCP) costs associated with running the progt8lT1$
Oiated below) necessary to provide the initial load of listing jnfOrmation to the

CLECS.

• EH939

• DPG (Inch"$ the ZD31 1, ZD311, ZD620 and the EH725)

The average number of CPU sec:onc:b wes multiplied by the CPU -cost per

sec:cncr to arrive at CPU a:»st per run. This cost was then divided by the

average requested number of listing$ to produce a CPU cost per listing. The

cast per listing was muftipfiecf by the actual number of listings in the database to

arrive at the total CPU cost for processing the initial lead of subscriber

information. The EXCP cost per run was developed by multiplying the uC05t per

EXCP'" by the average number of EXCP. This cost was then divided by the

average number of listings to produce the EXCP cost per listing. The cost per

listing was multiplied by the av-erage requested number of listings in the

database to arrive at the total EXCP cost for processing the initial toad of

subsaiber information.

Note: The EXCP equates to any data set that is read in or written out.

Movement on the head on it disk peck. The cost per EXCP includes costs

a&sociated with the Dired Access Storage Device (DASD).

rape and Mailing Cost

Initialloed takes approximately 18 bIpes per set. The vendor J1IC8ives a test file

set of tapes and the final Ioed set Of tapes. It is assumed that these tapes are

mailed to one location for each ClEC.

7
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SCHEDULE 1
(ROBEY)

Data procasing costs identified indude the Central Processing Unit (CPU) and

Exec:IIte Channel Program (EXCP) costs associated with running the programs

(listed below) necessary to provide the initiallDad fA listing inf0rm8tion to the

CLECS.

• EH939

• DPG (Incfudes the ZD31 1, ZD311, ZD620 and the EH725)

T'he average number of CPU secxmc:b "... multiplied by the CPU "cost per

seeD rd" to arrive .. CPU cost per tun. This cost was then di"ided by the

average requested number of listing5 to produce a CPU cost per listing. The

cast per lisling was multiplied by the actual number of listings in the database to

arrive at the total CPU Q)St for processing the initial load of sub&criber

information. 'The EXCP cost per run was developed by multiplying the "cost per

EXCP"' by the average number of EXCP. This cost was then divided by the

average number of listings to produce the EXCP c::ost per listing. The cost per

listing was multiplied by the average requested number of listings in the

database to arrive at the total EXCP cost fer processing the initial toed of

subsaiber information.

Note: The EXCP equates to any data set that is read in or written aut.

Movement en the heed on a disk pec:k. The eDIt per EXCP includes costs

associated with the Dlred Access Storage Device (DASD).

Tape and Mailing Cost

Initial load takes approximately 18 tapa per set. The vendor F1ICI8ives a test file

set of tapes and the finalloed set Of tapes. It is assumed that these tapes are

mailed to one lacation fer 8iiId'1 CLEC.

7
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SCHEDULE 1
(ROBeY)

It was assumed that there WOUld be one tape per Clay fer daily updates mailed to

one location for each CLEC.

TotlJI NOIIfflCUfring Cost (Initial Load)

The labor. CPU, EXCP. tape and mailing costs were summed and divided by the

average requested number of listings in the database to produce the cost per

Jisting~ A Commis5ion Assessment Factor and a Levelized Inftation Factor

(rsftectin; planning period) were then applied to arrive at total cost per listing.

Reculri.. co.ts (Daily Updates)

ReaJtring ccsts il"dude labor and data prDC8$5ing costs associated With

providing a subscriber listing to a CLEC on a daily basis. If updates are to be

sent to vendor via tape, casts for tape and mailing are included.

Labor Cost

The fOllowing activities were identified in determining the labor cost associated

with &ending daily upd8t8s of subscriber information to the ClEC:

• Daily Transmission Updates

• Billing

The Jaber costs were developed (separat8ty for ead'a activity) by multiplying the

labor hours for each adiyfty by the appropriate hourly labor rate.

Note: Billing is done once a month so the activity hours reported were divided

by the typical number of dayS in a month.

B
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SCHEDULE ,
(R08EY)

DiIta Pf0C8S$infi C05ts identified include the CPU tnt EXCP casts assod8ted

with Nming the pagEawn necessary to provide the daily updates of listing

infOrmation to the CLECS.

The CPU and EXCP costs per listing were developed the same way that they

were deYeJoped for the Initial load. However, to produce the total CPU lind

EXCP costs a&$OCi8ted with the program Ml. tt1B lenal CPU and EXCP~

were multiplied (separately) by the average number fA daily update listings.

Tape Cost and Mailing Cost

Total Reeurring Cost (Daily Update$)

The iabor, CPU, EXCP, tape and mailing c:osts were summed and di'tided by the

average requested number of daily listings to produce the cost per listing. A

commission Assessmem Fsc:tor and a levelized Inflation Factor (reflecting

planning period) were then applied to arrive at total cost per listing.

9
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SCHEDULE 1
(ROBEY)

TEXAS

1_2DOO

DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE USTlNG

LONG RUN INC:REIIENTAL COST STUDY

RESULTS

TOTAL COST PER LISTING

- INITIAL LOAD VIA TAPES

- DAILY UPDATE

- VIA ELECTRONIC FILE TRANSFER

-VIA TAPE

$0.0066

$0.0019

$0.0027

10
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SCHEDULE 2
(LINDA L ROBEY)

I1IItECF'ORYASSISTANCELISTUIG

TOTAL aEIiENT LONG RUN INCREMENTAL COST STUDY

PURPOSE

The purpose of this cost study is to identify the cost assaciated with providing

subscriber listing informetion to Competitive Loeaf Exd1ange Carriers (ClECs).

SERVICE DESCRlPTJON

Directory Assistance Listings CDAL) is a service wt-. &by Southwestern Bell

(SWBT) win offer CLECs subscriber listing information for the sole purpose of

providing Directory Assistance {CAl services to its end users. The Initial Load

(all subscriber listings in the database for a seled8d area provided one time) will

be provided via magnetic tape and, the Daily Updates (listing change irrfonnation

prvvKied on a daily basis) which can be provided via eledJu.';c file transfer or on

a magnetic tape. The study was developed using a 1ggs.2000 planning period.

METHODOLOGY

This study identifIeS the nonrecurring and recurring costs for OAl. These cost5,

stated on a -per listing.. basis inclUdeS the C05t$ associated with the labor etrcrt

and the ciIIta precessing needed to prcvide DAl to CLECs.

11
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SCHEDULE 2
(UNOA L ROBEY)

Norncurring Costs (Initial LDMI)

Nonrecurring costs indude Jebor, data proceSSing, tape and mailing c:osts

associ8tsd with providing a subscriber listing to a CLEC.

The following ae:tivities were identified in determining the labor cost asoc:iated

with sending the inmat load of subscriber inform;ltion to the ClEC:

• Negotiate Directory Assistanc:e Listing COAl..) Agreement

• Obtain Agreement Signatur8li

• Implement Agreement: Establish Testing SchedUle, Test FUe

ReqUirements

• Data Extrac:t Test File Via DPG

• Data Center: Run Programs

• Transmit Test File to Vendor via m8gn8tic tapes

• Test Review Coordination

• Implement Agreement: EstaDlish Uve File Schedule, Live File

Requirements

• Data Extract Live File Via DPG

• Data Center: Run Programs, DPG, EH725, EH9S6

• Transmit final OAl File to Vendor via magnetic tapes

• Billing: One time WSF2 Table Addition to add new customers

• Cost Study Development, Review.

The labor c:osts were developed (sepa11lteJy for each sdiyjty) by multiplying the

tabor hours fer NCh ac:tiYity by the appropriate hourly labor nate.

12
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SCHEDULE 2
(LINDA l. ROBEY)

Data processing costs identified indude the Central Processing Unit (CPU) and

Execute ChanneJ Program (EXCP) costs associated with ruming the programs

(listed below) necessary to provide the initial toad of listing infannation to the

ClECS.

• EH93g

• DPG (Includes the ZD31 1, ZD31 1, ZD620 and the EH725)

The av&f1lg8 number of CPU seconds was multiplied by the CPU "cost per

second"' to arrive at CPU cost per Nn. This Q06t was then divided by the average

requested rtumber of listings to produce a CPU cost per listing. The cost per

listing was multiplied by the actual number of listings in the databese to arrive at

the totsl CPU cOst for processing the initial load of subscriber information. The

EXCP c;ost per run was developed by multiplying the acost per EXCP'" by the

average number of EXCP. This cost was then divided by the average number of

listings to produce the EXCP cost per listing. The cost per listing was multiplied

by the average requested number of listing$ in the database to arrive at the tetal

EXCP cost fer processing the initial load of subscriber information.

Note: The EXCP equates to any data set that is reed in or written out.

Movement on the head on a disk pack. The c:ost per EXCP inchJdEt$ costs

associated with the Direct Access Storage Device (DASO).

Tepe anti Mailing COst

I";nat Ioed tak8$ approximata'y 18 tapes per set. The vendor receives a test file

set of tapes end the final load set of tapes. It i$ assumed that these tapes are
mailed to one location for each CLEC.

13
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SCHEDULE 2
(LINDA L ROBEY)

It was assumed that there would be one tape per day for daily updafes mailed to

one location for each CLEC.

Total Nonrecurring Cost (Initial Load)

The labOr. CPU, EXCP, tape and mailing costs WEft summed and divided by the

8Yer&ge requested number of listings in the database to produce the cost peT

listing. A Commission Assessment Factor and a LeveJized Inflation Factor

(reftecting plannin; period) were then applied to arrive at total cost per listing.

RKuning ea.ts (Daily Upd__)

Recuning costs include labor and data processing costs associated with

providing a subsaiber listing to a CLEC on a daily baSis. If updates are to be

sent to vendor via tape, costs for tape and mailing are included.

Labor COSt

The following activities were identified in determining tI"Ie labor cost associated

with sending dairy update5 gf 5Ubsc:tiber information to the CLEC:

• Daily Transmission Updates

• Billing

The labor col5t5 were developed (separately fer each activity) by muftiplying the

lear hours for each activity by the appropriate hourly labor rate.

Mot.; BiUiDs i5 diI:lIIc cua= • IDOII&h so tbc a=MtY hDuI5 Jcp:wrai lIIIlI:K cIMded by tile~-=-rI
.,. ill a maadI.

14
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SCHEDULE 2
(LINDA L ROBEY)

Data Processing Cost

Data processing costs identified include the CPU and EXCP costs associated

with running the program necessary to provide the dilily updats$ of listing

information to the CLECS.

The CPU and StcP costs per listing went deveJaped the same way that they

were deY8loped for the Initial load. How8ver, to produce the tatal CPU and

EXCP eosts associated with the program run. tI1e total CPU and EXCP costs

were multiplied (separately) by the average number Of daily update tistil9.

Tape Cost and Mailing Cost

see "Tape and Mailing eosr under -Nonrecuning Cost'"

TotalRecurring Cost (Daily Updates)

The labor. CPU, EXCP, tape and mailing costs were summed and divided by the

average requested number or daily listings to produce the cast per listing. A

Commission Assessment Factor and a LeveJized Jnftation Factor (refJ8ctine

plaming period) were then applied to arrive at total cost per listing.

15
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SCHEDULE 2
(LINDA L. ROBEY)

TEXAS
1-..zooo

DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE LISTING

TOTAL ELEMENT LONG RUN INCREMENTAL COST STUDY

RESULT5

- INITIAL LOAD VIA TAPES

- DA1lY UPDATE

- VIA ELECTRONIC FILE TRANSFER

-VJATAPE

$0.0064

$0.0019

$0.0026
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